this statistical relationship: Wainer and Skorupski (2005) and Scherbaum and Goldstein (2008) . We agree with them that it is an important and interesting scientific topic. Even if there is instability in these correlations as Dorans claims in his response to our article (p. 408), that is not sufficient to eliminate concerns about unfairness, as the evidence for instability itself relies on the correlation being observed as non-zero in some contexts. The main conclusion we drew in our article was that further research is needed on this connection and, specifically, that we see a need to investigate the impact of this phenomenon on fairness issues. This new research should not be limited to the analysis of DIF and item content as suggested by Freedle in his response to our article (pp. 395-396); it also should target the relationship between DIF and item difficulty using quantitative analyses and modeling techniques and incorporating content analyses where appropriate. It is the relationship between item difficulty and DIF that is our major interest, even if DIF magnitudes are small or medium.
Dorans also claims that we have made misrepresentations, substituting "considered serious in place of more unusual" (p. 407). In fact, we used the words considered serious as our words to describe the gravity of the findings when the absolute value of the standardization statistic is over 0.1. Here is what some researchers have said about this particular range of DIF effect sizes: "[they] are more unusual and should be examined very carefully" (Dorans & Holland, 1993, p. 50) ; "[they] require careful examination that sometimes leads to the conclusion that the item is biased" (Schmitt & Dorans, 1988, p. 8) ; "…|DSTD|>=.10 flags relatively few items, most of which are problematic" (Dorans & kulick, 1986, p. 361) . We think the word serious accurately describes the situation to which these researchers refer.
Subsequently, Dorans claims we have misrepresented the number of SAT forms we used (p. 408). In fact, the four SAT forms we analyzed were given to us already packaged and named (as forms IZ, VD, QI, and DX) by the College Board. These are comprised of two different item sets and two different orderings of each item set. The results coming from two forms with items in different order will have different response patterns and different statistical features, although variation could well be less than between two forms with different sets of items (Jansen & kebede, 2009; kingston & Dorans, 1982; Schmitt & Bleistein, 1987; Schweizer, 2009 ). Analyzing aggregated responses by item, regardless of item position, would have gone against the findings of the literature on this subject (Jansen & kebede, 2009; Schweizer, 2009 ). In addition, and as originally stated in our article, the sample sizes used in the study are within the range suggested by Clauser and Mazor (1998) .
While predictive validity has merit in evaluating the performance of tests in general, and of the SAT specifically, we emphasize that DIF is also appropriate in examining bias: studying DIF is one of the methodologies that the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing use to define bias and is part of "a sound testing practice" (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999, p. 79 Dorans and Zeller (2004) : "DIF screening seems to have successfully reduced the degree of correlation between DIF and [item] difficulty that served as the impetus for Freedle`s provocative claims" (p. 26). This is exactly the sort of claim our study set out to answer. The correlation between item difficulty and DIF was at the heart of Freedle's argument. Our article confirms Freedle's (2003) findings of a systematic relationship between item difficulty and DIF using the same methodology but implementing modifications that researchers suggested back in 2004 (Dorans, 2004; Dorans & Zeller, 2004) .
According to our results, however, the relationship holds in a more circumscribed situation than the one described by Freedle (2003) : only between Whites and African Americans and only in the Verbal test. We do not find evidence to support that the correlation described by Freedle (2003) is present in the Math test of these forms, nor is it observed in the Hispanic/White comparison. We think the pattern cannot at this point be generalized to all standardized tests and all ethnic minority groups. In addition, and similar to Freedle's original findings, the DIF magnitudes observed are small or medium.
Our aim has been to contribute to the discussion of the relationship between item difficulty and DIF, in part by addressing several of the methodological considerations raised seven years ago. We know now that the relationship still holds, at least in some contexts, and we think the appropriate thing to do is move on to investigating its causes and potential impact on total test scores and real-life decisions made based on those scores.
